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DETAILED ACTION 

This is in response to tine RCE filed on Marcli 2009. 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 3/19/09 
has been entered. 

Status of Claims 

Claims 1-2, 4-14, 16-25, 27-35 and 37-50 are pending. 

Claims 1-2, 4-14, 16-25, 27-35 and 37-50 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a). 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments, see pg. 12-13 filed 3/19/09, with respect to the 
rejection(s) of claim(s) 1,2, 4-14, 16-25, 27-35 and 37-50 under 102(e) have been fully 
considered and are persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. 
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However, upon further consideration, a new grouncl(s) of rejection is made in view of 
Beyda et al. US 6,505,237 B2. 

3. Applicant argues that Hughes fails to disclose "generating, by the client, the one 
or more files for uploading to the server; generating, by the client, a profile associated 
with each of the one or more files; and uploading, by the client, the profile and the each 
of the one or more files to the server" as recited by claim 12. This argument is not 
persuasive because Hughes does disclose this process. The profiles are generated by 
the configuration server depending on what files are requested (col. 8 In. 5-8, 38-40) 
these profiles and files are then 'uploaded' to the local server (col. 5 In. 30-32). The 
local server of Hughes does not have to be the same server as the configuration server 
(Fig. 1 100, 104). Although Hughes uses the word 'server' to describe both machines 
the server farm 'uploads' to the local server thus behaving as a client/server 
architecture. Applicant further argues that this disclosure does not anticipate claim 12 
because the server farm and client are two different things. This argument is 
persuasive, however it would have been obvious in light of Hughes. Hughes discloses 
the functions (requesting, uploading, etc.), one of ordinary skill in the art would have 
recognized that the server farm is similar to a proxy and functionality could be further 
passed down to the client. See the rejection below. 
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4. Applicant's arguments concerning claims 47-50 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. Hughes discloses that files "need" access to other files in 
order to be used (col. 8 In. 5-40). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1,2, 4-14, 16-25, 2.7-35 and 37-50 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hughes US 6,584,009 B1 in view of Beyda et al. US 6,505,237 B2. 

2. As to claim 1 , Hughes discloses a method of accessing, by a client, one or more 
files (Fig. 2, computer programs or application programs) residing in a server (Fig. 2, 
server 204) comprising: requesting, by the client, downloading of a selected file (an OS 
file or a configuration file) residing in the server, the selected file needing access, either 
directly or indirectly, to at least one associated file (an application file or a program file 
or a file or a frequently-used file/application) in order (in hierarchical order, col 8, lines 
55-62) to be used (col 7, line 61 - col 8, line 62),. the selected file including instructions 
(Fig. 14, interdependent programs sharing a common dependency codes, col 23, line 
53 - col 24, line 55) to access the at least one associated file, the selected file further 
being associated with at least one profile (one of the users profiles, col. 7, lines 60-64) 
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identifying, for download, only the least one associated file (Fig. 2, 14, col 5, line 5- col 
8, In. 5-8; col 10, lines 21-34; Fig. 14, col 23, line 13 - col 24, line 64); in response to 
requesting downloading of the selected file, initiating downloading of the selected file 
and automatically determining the identity of and initiating downloading of the at least 
one associated file of the selected file to occur at substantially the same time as the 
selected file (Fig. 2, 13, 14, col. 5, line 5- col 8, line 50; col 10, lines 21- 34; Fig. 13, col 
21, lines 15-25; Fig. 14, line 13 - col 24, line 64); and initiating storing, in a memory (Fig. 
3, USB hard drive 340, col. 10, lines 24-43) associated with the client, of the selected 
file and the at least one associated file under respective local identifiers (codes or 
identifiers or links) (Fig. 2, 13, 14, col 5, line 5- col. 8, line 50; col. 10, lines 21-34; Fig. 
13, col. 21, lines 15-25; Fig. 14, col. 23, line 13- col. 24, line 64). 

The heart of the invention is providing accessing a particular file or program and 
all of its associated files automatically and efficiently by the computer users. Hughes 
exactly was directed to the same purpose, i.e., to provide accessing a computer 
programs files, applications programs files and their update files anywhere in the 
network automatically and easily by the computer users. 

Hughes does not explicitly disclose "automatically determining, at the client, the 
identity of ... at least one associated file" however this is taught by Beyda as a client 
device that automatically identifies attached files (col. 4 In. 39-60). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Hughes 
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with tlie automatically client file identification feature taught by Beyda for the purpose of 
downloading required files. Hughes and Beyda both suggest that user convenience is 
increased when the system performs these functions automatically. 

As to claim 2, Hughes discloses maintaining, by a document manager residing in 
the server, respective profiles of the one or more files (Fig. 2, 13, 14, col. 5, line 5 - col 
8, line 50; col. 10, lines 21-34; Fig. 13, col 21, lines 15-25; Fig. 14, col 23, line 13 - col 
24, line 64). 

As to claim 4, Hughes discloses, wherein the profile identifies the at least one 
associated file by the Uniform Resource Locator (a link or a location reference, col. 21, 
lines 25-60; col 22, lines 55-60) (Fig. 2, 13, 14, col. 5, line 5- col 8, line 50; col 10, 
lines 21-34; Fig. 13, col 21, lines 15-25; Fig. 14, col 23, line 13- col 24, line 64). 

As to claim 5, Hughes discloses, wherein automatically determining the identity 

of and initiating downloading of the at least one associated file comprises examining a 
profile of the selected file, the profile identifying the at least one associated file (Fig. 2, 
13, 14, col 5, line 5- col 8, line 50; col. 10, lines 21-34; Fig. 13, col 21, lines 15-25; 
Fig. 14, col. 23, line 13- col. 24, line 64). 
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As to claim 6, Huglies discloses, maintaining a respective status file (col. 15, 
lines 15-30; col 17, lines 19-38) for each of the selected file and the at least one 
associated file, each status file indicating one or more properties of the respective 
selected file and the at least one associated file (Fig. 2, 13, 14, col. 5, line 5 - col. 8, line 
50; col. 10, lines 21-34; Fig. 13, col 21, lines 15-25; Fig. 14, col 23, line 13 - col. 24, 
line 64). 

As to claim 7 Hughes discloses, wherein the status file is a cookie file (a 
configuration file) '(Fig. 2, 13, 14, col. 5, line 5- col. 8, line 50; col. 10, lines 21-34; Fig. 
13, col 21, lines 15-25; Fig. 14, col. 23, line 13- col. 24, line 64). 

As to claim 8, Hughes discloses, wherein the status file consists solely of a 
timestamp (col. 18, lines 10-19) indicative of a time of download (Fig. 2, 13, 14, col. 5, 
line 5- col 8, line 50; col 10, lines 21-34; Fig. 13, col 21, line 15- col 2, line 67; 25; 
Fig. 14, col: 23, line 13- col 24, line 64). 

As to claim 9, Hughes discloses, wherein the status file comprises a timestamp 
indicative of a time of download, a check out status, and respective identities of the at 
least one associated file (Fig. 2, 13, 14, col 5, line 5- col. 8, line 50; col. 10, lines 21- 
34; Fig. 13, col 21, line 15- col 2, line 67; 25; Fig. 14, col. 23, line 13 - col 24, line 64) 
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16. As to claim 10, Hughes discloses, wherein the memory associated with the client 
is a root of a cache, the root identified by a root directory identifier (Fig. 2, 13, 14, col. 5, 
line 5- col 8, line 50; col 10, lines 21-34; Fig. 13, col. 21, line 15- col. 2, line 67; 25; 
Fig. 14, col. 23, line 13- col 24, line 64). 

As to claim 11, Hughes discloses, wherein each of the respective local identifiers 
comprises the root directory identifier (Fig. 2, 13, 14, col 5, line 5 - col 8, line 50; col 
10, lines 21-34; Fig. 13, col 21, line 15- col 2, line 67; 25; Fig. 14, col 23, line 13- 
col. 24, line 64). 

As to claim 12, Hughes discloses "generating, by the client, the one or more files 
for uploading to the server" as a server farm that generates files (214 Fig. 2), 
"generating, by the client, a profile associated with each of the one or more files" as 
profiles generated by the configuration server (col. 8 In. 5-8, 38-40), and "uploading, by 
the client, the profile and the each of the one or more files to the server" as these 
profiles and files are then 'uploaded' to the local server (col. 5 In. 30-32). The local 
server of Hughes does not have to be the same server as the configuration server (Fig. 
1 100, 104). Although Hughes uses the word 'server' to describe both machines the 
server farm 'uploads' to the local server thus behaving as a client/server architecture. 
Although Hughes does not explicit disclose these functions are performed by "the client" 
as in the same client that requests downloading of files, it would have been obvious to 
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one of ordinary sl<ill in tlie art at tlie time of the invention that these functions as 
disclosed by Hughes and performed by the server farm can be pushed down to the 
client level. Hughes teaches a proxy server (col. 5 In. 24-25), the purpose of this is to 
relieve load from the central server. One of ordinary skill in the art would recognize that 
by moving functions to the client, the load would be further reduced. 

Claim 13 introduces identical limitations of claim 1,4; therefore, it is rejected 
under the same rationale as in claims 1,4. 

Claims 14-23 introduce identical limitations of claims 2-3, 5-12; therefore, they 
are rejected under the same rationale as in claims 2-3, 5-12. 

Claim 24 corresponds to the apparatus claim of claim 1 ; it is rejected under the 
same rationale as in claims 1 . 

Claims 25-35 introduce identical limitations of claims 2-12; therefore, they are 
rejected under the same rationale as in claims 2-12. 
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Claim 37 corresponds to the system claim of claim 1 ; it is rejected under the 
same rationale as in claims 1 . 



Claims 38-46 introduce identical limitations of claims 4-12; therefore, they are 
rejected under the same rationale as in claims 2-12. 



Regarding claim 47, Hughes discloses "in response to requesting downloading of 
the selected file, automatically determining the identity of and initiating downloading of 
the at least one sub-associated file of the selected file to occur at substantially the same 
time as the at least one associated file, the at least one associated file needing access, 
either directly or indirectly, to the at least one sub-associated file in order to be used, the 
at least one associated file including instructions to access the at least one sub- 
associated file, the at least one sub-associated file identified by a separate profile 
associated with the at least one associated file" as a way to keep track of user data. 
Hughes discloses a user storage server (col. 8 In. 47-49, Fig. 2), data from this server is 
downloaded to the client substantially at the same time as the selected file and the 
associated file. The data from this server represents the sub-associated files. Hughes 
discloses that when a user requests an application the data that the user has previously 
stored for that application is downloaded as well (col. 8 In. 47-49). In order to download 
this user data with the OS and application the application must reference that the user 
has data, this reference is the separate profile that identifies the sub-associated file. 
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Thus Hughes discloses that a user requests a selected file (application) a server 
includes all needed files (selected files) and a server gets the user data (sub-associated 
files) for that application (col. 7 In. 60-61 , col. 8 In. 5-9, 45-49). 

Regarding claims 48-50, they correspond to claim 47 and are rejected for similar 
reasons. 

Conclusion 

5. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Komuro US 6,195,678 B1 discloses a resource management system which 
automatically downloads required files. 

Yen et al. US 2002/0032758 A1 discloses a client requesting a configuration file 
from a server which contains associated files that are required to execute an 
application. 

Kieffer US 7,231,644 B2 discloses downloading application code that is required. 

Franco et al. US 6,687,745 B1 discloses a client requesting content from a server 
which includes links for obtaining additional information if needed. 

Martin US 6,636,885 81 discloses packaging files that are required for a client. 

Halpern et al. US 6,282,71 1 B1 discloses installing software on a client remotely 
based on user requests. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from tine 
examiner should be directed to JASON RECEK whose telephone number is (571 )270- 
1975. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon - Fri 9:00am-5:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Andrew Caldwell can be reached on (571) 272-3868. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Andrew Caldwell/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art 

Unit 2442 

/Jason Recek/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2442 
(571)270-1975 



